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Abstract

'

v

cz

, .

"How many, economically and educationally disadvantaged children 6) and do .t
not receive services from Title I of the Elementary and Sedondary Act?"
In response to this question asked by Congress, the Office of Planning,
Budgeting and Evaluation of the U.S. Office of Education conducted a
special study. The results of this study showed that of'the 20 million
public elementary school students 'in grades 1-6, the following percentages
are Aired to receive compensstory services:

Overall4

. .15% are selected to receive services from Tit ;:e I while another 1CZ
are selected to receive compensatory services supported by other
Federal, State and local sources of fonds.

.

By Income Statue s
*

4.2 million children are from w income backgrounds -- 29Z of these
students are selected for Title while another 11% are selected for
compensatory services supported from other, sources

15.8 million are from non-low income backgrounds -- II% "of these students
are selected !or Title I while another 10% are selected for compensatory
services from other sources,

_Achievement Status

. Ona-third of all the students can be classified as low achievers,--- 30%
of these students are selected for Title I while another 14% are
selected far compensatory services'from,other sources

. Two-thirds of all the students can be classified as non-low achievers
7% of theie students are selected for Title I while another 82 are
selected fqr compensatory services from other sources.

By Income and Achievement Status

-Percent (by ROW) Selected for
CompensatorS, Services from:.

..

Income/Achievement Status Number of Students Title I Other
,

(millions)
. ,

Low Income/Low Achievement 2.4 39 )13

Non-Low Income/Low Achievement 4.2 24 15

L4lIncome/Non-Low Achievement 1.8 16 7 , ,
..'

... .

Non-Low Income/Non-Low
Achievement 11.6 6 8

Other Results a

Us'

. The relationship between low incamelfnd low achievement was strong
enough to show that where there were high concentrations or low
income children theresoo could be found high concentrations of low
achieViog children:

..' However, substantial camentrittons of low achieving students
could also be.found where there were very small concentrations
of low income children.

. Varioe definitions of low income and low'achievement were employed.
For the narrowest definitions used; 34% of the students selected forti.o..e2 were from non-low-income backgrounds and were non-low achievers.
For tee broadest definitions used a comparable figure was at.

tJ



Student Econoulic Background, Achievement'Status and Selection
for Compensatory Services

In the Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380), Congress
directed the Commissioner of Education to report on the numbers of.childret
from low income families and on the numbers of low schieviqg children who '

,receive or do not receive services under Title I,of the Elementary and
.Secondary Education Act.* This summary presents selected results"froei
study conducted to respond to ,this request as well as to examine a number of
other issues that are related'to Codgressional-ce4erns regarding criteria
for the allocation of Title I funds (Breglio,et 4., 1978). These results
are organized Around questions' pertaining to current prattices for selecting
children for services, the results%of"such practices,.and how they might be
improved.-

1. How are funds disbursed and studen, selected for title L services
Currently?

Funds are'disbursed to counties based on,a Census count of (1) the number
of children from poverty** families plus (2) two-Ithirds of the children from
families receiving payments under the Aideto Families.with Dependent Children
(AFDC).program (whose incomes fall above the povery line),*** 'When school
district boundaries do not,coincide with county boundaries, the State
determines how the funds should be further distributed on e basis of
poverty - related information.t

* See Section 4L7(a)(2) of Ole General Education'Provisions Act as amended
.1/4

by Section 506(a)(3)(C) of P.L. 93-380.

** The "poverty" index is based on the cost .of a minimally adequate diet,
and on the proportion of income that a low-income family Spends on food
relative/to non-food items. It provides diff,prent estimates for age
and sex bf the head of the family, the numbetiraf children and.ad;ults,

.--

ot.made r the cost of living in different geographical areas. -,('It is

and acc
C

m,
th

ding to whether or not the.family lives On a fa l ealowancsare
m
called'the'Orshansky index after its originator).

A

.
,

***Other factors entering into the allocation
!

process but which willynoebe
discussed here are: a count of the number of children in institutions for
the neglected or delinquent or in publicly supported foster homes who
attendpublic school; and, the State's average per'Ril expenditufe:

}In making these resolutions a State also relies on aggregate income or
poverty data (e.g., number of families receiving AFDC payiaents).

, .

C.
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Cite a school 'district receives its allocation, it is required tp rank all

of its school attendance areas according to their cOhCentrations,of children
from poor families. (They can define "poor" in number of ways, including number'
of children participating in the school lunch program, number of children from
families receiving AFDC paymentp, and family_inCome, if'available) Attendance
'areas that are at or above tht district average are ca1led its Title I
eligible areas. The digtrict may choose to"providetompensatory services in
all 'such areas or.it may choose to focus on those.areas*that have the heaviebt
concentrations of children from poor families (these latter are called project.

'areas).

°rice the project areashave been identified the schools are to provide
inipplementaty services to those of their students who have the greatest educa-
tional need without regard to the economic status of their family. Individual
students are most often selected to receive services on the basis of teacher°
*judgement, test scores when'ava4.lable and, on oceasion; through other pirocedures:*
As required by law (P.L. 89-10 as amended) and implemented through regulations
therefore,, Title I currently emphasizes both economic and.educational criteria--
economic information at the aggregate (county, district and school) level and
educational information at the individual student leVel.

e
4

,... .

Before discussing the results ocurrent funds allocation practice, we
must briefly review the study done to investigate them. It involved (1)AL
nationally,representative sample of 242 elementary schools (t ose having one
or'more of grades 1-6**), (2)the'documentation in these scho ls of students'
receipt of regular and compensatory services, (3) t.- dministraeion of achieve-

- ,ment tests*** during' school year '76-77,to all ch _dren n these schodls to
7

ascertain their educational performance-level, (4) the de mination through
interviews with parents of 14,158 students of each family's e nomic status;
and (5) the linking of the three'primary student descriptors o an individual
child basis: his achievement level, the economic characteristic of his family,
and his receipt of educational services.t

lc' Thirty-six percent of the Title I districts'repOrt that'they also use
economic criteria as a guide in individual student selection even though
theare not required to do so-while'26% use other procedures in addition
to test scores (NIE, September, 1977).

,** Grade levels beyond the sixth were not included in the study because
very few Title I services. are provide& to students in the higher grades
(NIE, 1976). Kind*rgarten'and pie- school children were not included in
the study because of thedifficulty in obtaining reliable paper and pencil

' teat results from them.

4***The Reading and Mathematics sections of the Comprehepsive Test of
Basic Skills were used. A basic skills index was formed coining
these two scales.

(This stud, formed,part of a larger study' which follows the same students
over a period of years to ascertain how they benefit from their compensatory'
services.



-3-

2: What are:the results of current practices fdr, distributing
funds as they affect individual children?

There-are sevetal ways in which the information used in'his study
differs from that used in regular program operations. First, the family
economic-information used in this study is from 1976 but the information .

used to makecounty level allocations is based on aggregate data from 1969
.(viz. the 1470 census). Second, in deciding how funds should-be distributed
from the county to the school district level or in the idettification of a
district's Title I eligible schools; States and districts can and do use a - )

tgriety of procedures and economic data. Each kind of,data and procedure
t

an yield estimates of "poor" children different from the measure used.in
t is study,(e.g., a_,Fount based on participation lit the school lunch' program
Ma result in moregiudents than a count based on poverty plus AFDC).
Fi lly; in schools that receive Title I funds, services ere provided to
stu enta who, it the judgment of their teachers, have thegreatest eduCational
nee butiin this study, student need is judged solely in tetms of his/her , 0

perf nce on a,standardized achievement test. These differences, as well
as th dualcriteria by which funds and services are provided, play an importght %

role i llflthe results that follow. ,

,

''''\ ,-

-the proportions of different kinds of students selected _for services
are disc sed*, two comparisons .are included: .(1),

or

that pertain to all
students viz./all putilic'elementary'students regardless of whether r not
the school , they attend receives any compensatory funds); and (2) those that
pertain to students who attend schoolsfihat receiv Title I funds. This
latter comps ison is included to show how the kinds pf students selected
differ in sc ools that receive such funds.**

A
. 2.1 How many tudents are selected to receive compensatory, services?

Ofthe_20 mi lion public elementary schooldstudents in grades 1 through 6,
15% are selec ed to receive services from Title I_while an additional 10%
arwsplected o receive services from compensatory prcgrams',supported by

'.'other sources f funds (Federal, State or local programs).

r In s hoofs. that receive Title I funds, 22% of the students
are s lected to receive services under Title I while an additlonal
11%,a selected to'receive compensatory services supported
by oth r funds. ;(4,

7

4/17'The report (Breglio; et al., 1978) also examines other background
,Icharacteristice:of Children,selected i.e., age, sex, ethnic and geographic
backgtound, but they*11 not be summarized here. For additional discus-
sions of this information see Hearings, Parts 16 and 19 listed in the
References.

** 'the actual numbers are not included since the sampling plan-was designed
to, yield estimates fort.he'uniyerse of all elementary schools, not .Title I
recipient schools.

5'



=' Only 12% of all public elementa7 school studenls attend .a
school -that does not offer,any compensatory services
supported either W Title I or some other source,

2.2 How many low income students are selec ted to,recei/e compensatory-'services?

4.2 mip.ion of the 20 million public elementafy school students can be
( classified as being from currentlftw-income backgrounds using the,criteria
employed in theTitle allocation formula*.

5

20% of all low come students are'selected to receive servAges
' 1

from Title I; an a ditional 11% Ore selected to receive cote=
pensatory services funded;by other sources %

11% of all students classified as not from low income Ipckgrounds
are selected to receive services from Title-I while an additional'
10% are selected to receive services funded by other
sources.'

In school's that receive Title I funds, 25% of the students are,,
classified ,as low income ate 36% of these low-income students IA
selected to receive services from Title An edditionalf% are',

selected tveceive compensatbry services from other sources.

In schools that receive Title I funds, 75% of the studentiir
classified as non -lowL income and 17% of these non-low-income t

4 .

students are selected* to receive services from Title I.
additional 11% are selected to receiveibmpensatary se .8VA,
'from other sources. ,

416%,

.

Only 7% of,a11 low-income childti.enIttetd a school that does not
offer any compensatory services supported, either by Title'I or'
some other source,

Students froll low-incomebackgrounds are selectegi more often for"'
-Title I than are those from non-low income backgrounda'by:a margin
afz almost 3 to 1. - e

iidwever, due to the greater absolute numbers ofstudent4
who, can be classified as-non-low income than\low income.

,more of them'areselected to,r9deive services\from,Title I.
(1.7 million for'non -low income vs. 1.2,milliot for low
income).

* Low income includes students from familia lassified as dither -Itoor'ars.
receiving AFPC paythents or,the student to es in a foster home or in an
institution for neglected or/ delinquent chi ren but attends-public school.
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- 2.1 How many low achieving students are selected for compensatory services?

Of course, the number of students selected for compensatory services who
, are -counted as low achievers aries 'according to the definition of low

achievement. ,-Results are uMMarized,for three of the definitions used
(student's who scorkat one or more years below grade level, those who are in

/the lower third.of the national achievement percentile distribution; and
those in 4e lower half of the distribution).

With low achievement defined ap students who are ode or more years
be;ow grade level

- 23% of the 16,365,000 students in grades 2 through 6 caniDe'
classified as being "low achievers", and 31% of these "low achievers"
are sellected to receive compensatory'services from Title.r.
,Another 15% are selected for services supported from other sources.

-- 10% of the student's, classified as "regular chievers" by this
.definition are selected for Title I while another d% are
selected.for compensatory services from other sources.

- In schoo1p. that receive Title t funds, 25% of the.students are
classified as low achievers and of these low achievers icakare
selected to'eceive services under Title I while another 157.
are-selected torSceive services supported by other sources.

In these same schools 75% of the students are Classified as
regular achievers; 16% OF the regular achievers are selected to ,

receive-services under Title I while another 10% are selected for
services,suppdrted by,other sources.

With low achievement defined as students Who are in the lower, hird of the
national achievement distribution.

o

- 30% of thd students so classified. are selected to receive services
under Title I while another 14% are selected to receive services
from other sources.

--. 7% of the "regular achievers" are selected for Title I
,services while another 8Z-eve selected for services
from other sources.

In Title I schools, 35% of the students are low achievers and 40% of
the low achievers are selected to. receive services from Title I. Another
4.3% are selected to receive service's from other sources.

--. In thesligame>ehools, 65% are regular a hievers and 11% of
4_ the regular achievers' are selected to.receive Title I services.

Another 9% are selected to receive services from other sources.

A,
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For low achievement defined as students who are in, the lower half of the
national achievement distributiip.

- 12% of the stu ents in 'this classification of "low achievers" are
selected for T tle I services while'another 6% are selected for
services from o her sources.

7- .2%-of the regular achilvers are "selected for Title I while
another 4% are selected for services from other sources.'.

In schoo s that receive Title I funds, 52%of the studentt are classified
as low achievers fdd 35% of them are selected for Title I services while
another12%*are selected for services from other sources.

-IL 48% af the students are regular achievers; 7%-of them are
seledted for Title I and another 9% are selected for) services
from other sources.

For any-of the definitions of low achievement employed, only 12X of the
nation's low-achieving students attend'a school that does not offer any
compensatory services' supported either from TitleI or from.some other
source,

2.4 What isthe'relationship between a studenAcis economic-baCkgroUnd
and his /ter achievement status?

the reldlIDaghip of the poverty status of a student's,family with his /her e'
achievement. status varies with. the definition of low achievement used.

- Using the child's perormancesat "one or more years belowgrade level"
to define'low achievement yiels the result that almost 1 in 2
children fromoor fatilies are low achievets. Only about 1 in 5

. children from non-poor families are low achievers. (Hoiwever, such.
. a. grade level def inition doeg not alloli.for the inclusion of first's
graders since they have not been-in school long enough,to'fall that-

,

far behind.)

- When students in the low fourth of the achievement percentile
,distribution are defined "'low achievers ", the achievement-poVerty
figures aye very similar to those cited above.

c

- Defining the students in.the lowest third of the achievement percentile
distribution as "low achievers",, yields the finding that almost 3, in
5 fair _children are low achievers. For the' non-poor, about 3 in 10 '

are- low achievers:\

;04-ell



O

. Calling merely the'lower half of the aFhievement percenti/e' distribution
. "low achieving", one finds that ,5 in 41 poor children'are so classified.
(However, among non -poor children about 1 in 2 are classified ad 1014
achieving.) '

4b
'

,

- Utilizing, the above ialatiOnships, (for students in the lowest : '

. fourth_gr lower half classified as low achievers) for six hypothetical',
schools with differing concentrations of students from povertyliack-i,
grounds, their corresponding ccincentratiOn§ of low.achievers would
range as follows:

Bovexty tchievement

Percent of School's
Students from Poverty
Backgrounds

100

75

.4 50

25

0

Percent rho Fall Into Percent Who Fall Tut°
Lower pne-FoUrth of National Lower One-Half of National.
Achievement Distribution ' Achievement bistrbUtion

50
`142

,5
28

20

4
. 75

67 f
59

52
44

Hence, in schools where high concentrations of studtets from

poverty backgrounds are found, there too can be found a high
incidence of low achievement. However, substantial.con-
centrations of low achieving students car, also be found in
schools with low concentrations tr-pdverty students*.

'' *The correlation between the average achievement of the students in a school
and the average' income level of their. families is .67 wh as the correlation
between these seine factors at the individual studener ,e1 is .29. The
relationships between these factors can vary widely de ena ng on the level
of analysis involved (e:g.- individual student, school ley , district level,
state level,.schoola or studenta within a district, districts within'a State,.
etc.). (See Wolf, 1977) .
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ok. FIGURE 1 = STUDENTS' ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL AND SELECT ION FOR COMPENSATOR? SERVIOES

I pY THEIR FAMILIES' liroNDM.IP STATUS
USING DIFFERENT DEFINITIONS OF ACHIEVEMENT

A

Regular Achievers
57%

20% Title'1

13% 0!Intr
Comm/Is/tot,

Only

10% 4141

6% Olhisr
Compensatory

Only

Low achievement inclulies students in grades two through
six who are one or more years below grade level. .

, A

4

Low Athievement,includes students ;wades one through
nix who are in the lower one;thill of ern a t i a I achieve-

ment percentile distribution.

Low Achievement includes students in grades ohe through
six who are in' the lower Inilf of the national achievement
percentile distribution.

Poor/AFDD includes children from familieibelow the1976 Orshansky cut-off points plus children from families receiving
AFDC payments plus institutionalized children attending public schools.

S
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Ho, ny?stUdents from ,a low-Into e'background and are, ).ow
aCtilivers are selecteCfor compensatory s rvioes.

.,'
.

. .
.

,...The ICilowing ,figures &how the selection rates for compensatory'. servi4eS.-fo-r,',
three! different definitionsinitions of -lows achievement :'. (1)., ox or more 'year& ,helow ''''''4;

grade level.; '(2) lower third of the national achievement distribution; ;and 'Or' ''

... -:lower ha1f of the'distribution%
.

.,:44e
,' , ,,-. ._,:,"

":.04,,, ,, =

ge'
In Figurei,--.the ;large cir4es :ire each subdivided into :two.Z:geg rt k -

''' based on the economi!stat g- of children's families. ,T.W;Larger--,,
segment (labeled NON-POORA N-AFDC and representini,.79%.

! students)` re resents child en from families that are neither r
receive AFDC payments;-:'The smaller, detached segme4 (labeledeFpo
AFDC) d4icts'the 'remaining 21% of the 'students whOkome from faitUli'es

':\ that 'ire classified as either .poOr or it rateiving AFDC payment& '(or'

`,

the student resides in., fostirtotse or in an institution for negected
or lelinqUent children- but Attends public school). ..*'

,,.

Each of the ti4b /segments is further subdivided7inOL a.- -,
proportion of-low achieving avid regular .achieving students.
For example, in the fifiE7-large circle of Figure 11 ,using
the definition, o5 one or more years below rade level, , these
proportions are 18% and '82% respectively %for the non-low .14-.come
group, but they are 42% and-57% respectively for the low income
group: .

,''N
For each of these divisions a corresponding

,

igmall circle

. ,

. .

indicatet the percent of students in that ategory/-who are
selected .tio receive compensatory services either from title I
or from dome other source of compendat4y. funds..' -'

Exam,ination of the AD ercapitagts in these circles for each of the'
aifferent achievement level definitions in Figure 1 shows 1

that Title I' s_focus is mObt pronounded on children who are
classified as both low income-and low achievers: The' groups t!iat
Title I is focused on next most intensively-are, low achieving
students. who are not-classified as low income and nctxt, those
who are classified" ad lcw income but are not low achieVing.
tongistently lowest is the group 9,,f non-low income /non -loin achievers.

-- ,These results can be contrasted with thos
Other Compensatory which' has its locus- it

k (1) non-low income/low achievers; 4it2) low,
(3),non -low income/n6n-low apieVeT's;, and
19w achieverS:

e for the category of
descending order,' on:
incb'te /low achievers;
(4) low income/non-,

Arr,

.

A
) ,
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1

f.FIGURE 2 STUDENTS' Adlil EVEMENT LEVEL AND SELECTION FOR GOWENSATOFIYSERVICES
BY TI.IElft FAMILIES' ECONOMIC STATUS , .

USING DIFFERENT DEFINITIONS OF ACIREVEMENT-AIT1TLE I SCHOOLS

9% Title I

9%0 Moir
Compfnutory

Only

Regular Achievers
12%

e

4 7
,

)1

TI

p 36% Title I

14% Other
Compensatory

Only

30% Title

13% Other
Compensatory

Only21% Title§

7% Other
Compensatory

Only

Low Achievenient includes students in grades two through
six who.are one or more years below grade level.

ti

47% Title 1

11% Other
Compensatory

Only

Low Achievement includes students in grades one through
six who are in the lower onethird of the national achieve-
ment perceMile.distribution.'

1_

, .

Low Achievement includes students in grades one through
six who are in the lowerlalf of the national achievement
percentile diitribution.

J 4

4t.

Poor /AFDC includes children from families below the 1976 Orehanskytutoff points plus children from families receiving.,
AFDC payments plus institutionalized children attending public schools.

14

t
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V

- Regardless of the definition of low achievement used,_almost one-hilf
of the children classified as low income/low achievers are still not
selected, for any compensatory services. Other data shbw, furthermore
that only 7% of low incomeilow achieving children attend a school that
does not offer any compensatory services supported either from Title I
or some other source.

- Depending on the definition of low achievement usee,'from over
one-half to two-thirds of the non-low income/low achievers are still
not selected for any'services.

w

- Although the:focnsing of attention on groups that can be considered
the Most needy (viz., low income /low achievers'and non-low income/low

achievers) might be considered good, one should recall that because
of their greater absolute number more non-low income than low income
children are selected for services from Title I. 'alder the most
stringent definition of low achievement employed, i.e:, one i3r more
years below grade level, more regular than,low achievers are selected
fo rvices under Title I. This was not so for the other achievement
defin ions.

Are greater proportions of low income and low achieving students
selected for cimpensatory services in Title.I.schoola? Figure.2 presen ts
such comparisons for the same definitions of,low achievement as were used in
-Figure 1. The portions of the circle and their segments are read in the
same manner as for Figure 1, As an:example, in the first large circle, the reader
,CUnobserye that 25% of the children in Title I schoOls are classified as low
income (P64/AFDC) while 75% are non-low income. Among the low income'
children, 42% are classified as low achievers (using the criterion of one,or
more years below grade level) and 5,1% as regular (or non-low) achievers. For
the low incoeellow achievers, 49% are -selected for Title I while another 11:7:
are selected for Other Compensatory services. Results for theotherscategories
of students are read in-a similar manner. _

A

When portions of the circles for corresponding definitions of low achieve-
ment in Figures/1 and 2 are compared, the proportion, of low income children

\

increases as do the proportions of students in each category selected for.
Title I services. This iatterincrease is greatest for students classified -

as low achievers and, among the low achievement categories, the increase is
greatest for lion-low income students. Such results show that, the selection
process is most sensitive to low achievement, in schools that receive Title I
funds.

\\

3. How do the numbers' and kinds of low income and low achieving students
change as the definitions are systematically alterecit

The information collected,in this study lends itself to an analysis of .how
the numbers and mix of students would Change if'the definitions of low
income and low achievement were systematically altered. The results, of these'

"e-t
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. - .
,

.
. .

analyses ve
..

impartant beoatae they indicate characteristics of the children
who just miss,be.ing classified as poor or low achieving. However, these analyses
should not b'e,regarded'as-indicatihg the manner in.which 0Iterations in the
Title r pcogramtwould-mahifest themselves because: (1) tte process by ,which
individual studetts are selected for services is not based an these definitions;
and (2) iriformatiOnon district level and on school level allocation procedures,
i.e. among schools 4ithin a district, are not available for consideration in

/
these analyses.

..

Several alternative definitions of poverty were used. Among these were:
selected percentages.af Current poverty (4.g. 115, 1 5, 150 and 200); below
50% of median Family'Innamd; the Title I low income measure as defined in the prior
section; and participation in the school free lunch program. A the poverty
criteria were expanded`the larger number of childr -en classified as below the
poverty line included an increasing proportion of majority children,
i.e..,an increasing proportion of whites from an English speOing home whose
parents have an increasing number of years of education. The definition that
employed 150% of current poverty ptoduced a classification.of students into
29.3% below and 70.7% above the poverty line. These percentages corresponded
very closely to those resUlting'from two other definitions: 50% ofItedian Family
Income; and participation in the free lunch program.. One might then regard
the former as a close substitute for the latter two definitions.*

Four alternative definition's Of low achievement were used: (1) one year or
more below grade level;'(2) bottom 25X; (3) bottom 33%; and' (4) bottom 50%
of the achievement percentile distribUtion.. The one year or'more below
era level definition classified almost the same percent of children as
low hievers as did the "bottom 25%". Be&use the composition of de in
terms of their minority status, language in thahome,'parental education and
geographic locale were also very similar for these two definitions, the latter
might be congidered a desirable substitute for the former since the "bottom--
25%" allows for the inclusion of first graders. As the definition of low
achievement is expanded fram,,the bottom 25% through the bottom 33%,to the
bottom 50%, the greater,numbers of students classified as low achievers
includes an increasing proportion of-majority childreh, i.e. an increasing
proportion of whites from English spealsing homes whose parents have an
increasing number of years of ed atiad.

When both poverty and achievement definitions were expanded simultaneously,
the numbers of studehts classified as low income/low,achievers were approximately
twice what an expanded defihition of either one alone would produce, i.e.
200% of current poverty and lower 50% on achievement compared with currdht
poverty and lower 25% on achievement.

*It'should also be noted that the percentages of studeAts classified as current
low income by,the Title I allocation formula (poor/AFDC/institutionalized
children) correspond very closely to the percent of Students classified as

'poor using 115% of current poverty as the dividing line (20.8% for the,former
arsus 20.7% for the latter).

4'w --k7
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For comparison-purposes k a number of these analyses were conducted-for

-schools that receive Title ,I.-unds. They showed Aet for each, expanded
,

definition of poverty end/or low achievement, proportionately more it dents

were classified as below the poverty/low achievement line in TitleI'schools
than was so for all students, i.e., students in all schools whether pr not
their school received Title I funds.

y

-

A ,

The'results for some of these analyses can be.illustrated by-an -

example given in,Table 1. In this example two definitions of low' income
and of low:achievement are employed to see how they affect the Way students
who are selected for Title I services are classified. In the first'
the definitions employed are those of the Current Title I allocati
'criteria for low income and one ormore years below grade level fof low
achievement. In the, second coludh the definitions eMplayed are twice the
current poverty level (viz. 200%) for low income and below the national
median for low achievement.cThe drastic shift in the percentages for these
.two columns indicates that meet of the students who are selected for Title I
servie can be regarded as 'near poor" or actually poor in their income
status and "below average" in their achievement status.

Table 1: Number and percent of Elementary School Students Who are Salecte
f(4, Title I By Two Definitions of Income and AchiVvement Statp

'

Income / Achievement Status Percent Selected for Title

( Title I Allocation 200% f Current
Criteria/One or More Pave ty/Below
Years Below Grade Level Nat nal Median

Low Income/Low Achievement

Non-Low Income /Low Achievement ,

Low Income/Non-Low Achievement

Non-:low Income/Non-Lou Achievement

23

18

34

100.0

59

25.

, 8

100.0

* The first column employs the definitions of the Title I allocation criteria
for low income, which is about 115%'of current poverty and one or more years
below grade level for 10 achievement. The second column employs the defini-

tions o ow 200% of cur-Fitt poverty for low income and below the national

'median or law achievement. '
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4: How. ml,ght current practices be improved?

,

TO begin to answer such a question one needs to focus on practices at each /

level of the funds disbursement process that might lead to services being .

provilded to the one student group that all right agree Title I should not be
serving given its current legislative requirements--students who are both:non-
low income and not educationally maedy. In addition, others might-feel that
the provision of services to students who are low income but not educationally
needy might also be questioned. .Abr purposes of this study, educationally needy '

hasOmen defined as low achievement in terms of performance on a standardized
achievement, test.)

/Let u examine practices at these different levels.

- County Allocations

As noted earlier, funds are sllocated tnthe county level based in part on
informatiOn from the Decennial Census. Such information can be in use even
after it is as much as.14 .years out of date gitantba income
data collected is Tor the'preceding yea; and it maArequire three years to get
new Census data properly organizedfor such purposei. In such a period
Of time the income status of a county could change drastically. A.lecently
completed study of the effects of using more recent Census like income data
oft Title I allocations at tbs. State level, i.e., the totI, that-their counties
could receive, showed that.sptteen1States;would lose one fifthifth or more of
their current,allocation while eight othe4 wo ld'gain by amounts in the same
range (Miller; 1977). With the advent of t e mid-Decennial census in 1985,
allocations can be made with income informa ion that will be at its worst
seven to eight years out of date rather tha the current 14 year figure.
If other ieans can be devised tolmake the location information even more
current, then the gap between the actual nd the Congressionally intended
recipients can be reduced even further.

- Sub-County Allocations

Currentlyof 46 States are involved in resolving how a county's funds
should be app*tioned among its.local school districts (NIE, September, 1977).
The use of data in ways other than t at empasized by the Federal formula (e.g.,
sole reliance on AFDC data as compare with number of children from poverty,
plus two- thirds of AFDC) was shown to alter the allocation patterns (NIE,
September,-1977). (It should be note ,that data directly comparable to that

miffed in,the Federal formula may not be obtainable at the sub-county lever.--)
Any changes that could be made to.standardize the sources and currency of
data used at this-level, or that would enable allocations to'be made directly
to the school distrtct level, wouldalso greatly facilitate-Congressional'
intent.

S.
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.Allocationd WithiA School Districts

Ninety percent:Of all operating school districts in the U.S. receive some
Title I'fundss(NIE,1476). As 4 result, about two-thirds Of all' public
elementary-4101s in -the U.S. 'receive Title I funds (OPBE, 1977; -NIE, .

r" 1977) How ppropriate is this two-thirds,figure? sOte set of
consider tions Suggest tt-isitsis the result of prescribed practices while
another suggests thsc it s7i-result of the lack of adherence to prescribed
practices. Let Wirreview each'in turn for they bear importantly on the
sequence of,4steps-Oat wouIkbe taken to imprOve on the numbers of poor low
achieving'gnd non-poor ,lOW"achieving children served.

SeVeral considerations suggest that the'two-thirds figures is the result of
,prescribed practices,: (1) there is a,high percentage, of school districts with
small number of students (NCBS,-,1977) -.the limited number f attendance areas
in such districts could result in their, only school or few sthools qualifying for
Title I funds; (Z) when all schools in a.ndistrict are ranked the elementary
cool are more likely to be above the district wide average than are the,
SecondarYschoOlst This,is so becauge secondary school attendance areas
encompass,a wider range of students and,as, a result have slower zottcsatrittion
c4 students from poverty backgrounds than do many of the elementary areas; and
(3) -exceptions .to dist;ict rardeing p4cedures are allowed under certain
circumstances (called no wide variance., 30 percent rule; previously eligible
attihdance;treas; and, eligibility by actual enrollment) and these exceptions
would increase the number of Title I eligible schools; and, (4) program reviews
by the'Title I staff'indicate that prescribed practices are being followed.*

r.

The,regults of another recently completed study suggest that this two-thirds
figure might be too large (NIE, September, 51977). This study showed that t
districts were using a number ,of different poverty,measures (e.g. percent
students in the free lunch program,"parcentpf students from families rec lying
AFDC, etc.)' and suggested that if a school ranked above the didtiict wid average
on any one of these, then the district designa'ted it as a Title I eligi le ,

school. Since these different measures are not perfectly related, more schools
would be designated as Title I 'eligible than if any one single measure or a
composite of all of them were used..

114

* Recent evidence from hearings associate with the renewal of Title I showed
that 50% of all Title I districts are co rased of a single attendance area
while another 10% exercise either the.no- ide variance or the 30% exce tions.,
Only 37% of all Title I districts'engage in the selection, of project reap
(see Hearings, Part 16, 195-197).

-r
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If the two-thirds figure isithe-result Of prescribed piactices, then
the ways to improve on the number .of poor low achieving and non-poor low
achieving ichildren served* would be to:' (10ighten. Up student-selectiom
procedureS at thelichool level; and (2) expand the program'to serve those-
students judged to be needy but Who are not now receiving services.** If,

on the other liand, thia two-thirds figure is too large, then the ways-to
improve(on the'number of low, aclideving,children-servedVonldpi to:.(1)
make within district allocation procedures conform more closely tosr.

scribed.prafticesl** (2) tighten up student selection procedUres he,-,

,...

school, level; and 3) expand' the programs to serve students who ,fie juggefl to
by needy once thest improved within district allocation procedu are in

L
.

'effect. :.

.

,
.,.

f

Serving 'the Most Needy Students st'Recipieni SchOola

4

Prior analyses of all studente'versus only those in schools that,received
Title ,I funds i.e the comparisons of Figures 1 and 2, showed that proportionately
more students overall as well as of each type (e.g low income/low achiever;
etc.) were selected for services in Title rschools. Further,n these
.comparisions, the differences in the proportions of Students selected
were always greater for'low achievement than fox-low income. The selection
process in Title I schooli.thulappeared to use very 'sensitive to thp-inclusion
'of low achieving atudents`as assessed by their performance on a stendAWdized
achievement test. Although thire are no filed program criteria by which
to judge the adequacy of this'ielection process, latet'reports,fromthis
study will examine the kinds of servi es students receive compared to their ,

economic and educational status, pri., compensatory experiences, and need
for compensatory services,as judge teachers.ytheir teachers.

#14 /
/ .0

* Aside from making the information used for allocation purposes more
current and more comparable. .-

. !"-'

** ,A recent study-showed that only twa-thirds of the c41dren judged to be .

educationally needy in Title I eligible schools were receiving services
(NIE, July 1977).

-*** Clearly, to- the extent thatthese prLc:Cdes give rise to this overinclu-

)

siveness, the use of a single measure or composite WOul4 gteatly reduce
such tendencies. Further, in light of the fact that our earlier analyses,

( showed that some poverty measures 4.Jere,more inclusive than othets, these'
T practices would be improved to an even greater extent cif the.same kinds

of'information were used, with respect to their type and currency, by
districts in identifying 'their Title I eligible schools. the
data used were identical to that used in making county,and Sul,county level
allocations and all were more current, then the intent of Congress might

better fulfilled.

c
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Concl sions
.

-.et
,

Compensatory services in.general and Title 1 services in particular
can be-regarded,fis moderately-well -focused'on individual children who can
be judged needy,`primarily in terms of their low achievement butalso,in
.terms of their low income backgrounds. ,HowelYerrthere 'are many.studints
not now.ing served wh can be judged.needy'and some who can be judged
not needy but are being eived. The .focusing of services. on depdystudents

.4. can be improved by: (1) establishing and mhintaininua uni-form current data, ,

base for allocation to thecOunty and district level aid for project area'
Selection; (2) tightening up intridistr a2tocetion.prOceddrts t6 .che : ,,

extent Possiblek_(3) expanding the Vrog. ., to se0e greatar'nupbers'of needy
students; and (4) tightening uy intraschol student selection trocedures to 4,

,A1?
.:' ,-,-,'the e*tent.possibli. ...,

.

O
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Background and Methodology

a "How many economically and educationally disadvantagedchildran-do and-do
not receive services from Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edutatfon
Act?" In response to this question asked byCongress, the Office of Planning,
Budgeting and Evaluation of the U.S. Office of Educati (USOE) conducted a
special study*. It involved (1) a nationally represeMtive sampleof-242
elementary schools (those having one or more of grades 1-6), (2) the documen7
tation in these schools ofstudents' receipt of regular and compensatoryservices
(provided by Title I and, other programs), (3) the administration, of achievegient
tests during school year 1976-77 to all chadren in these schools to ascertain,
their educational performance level, (4) the determination through interviews
with parents of 14,158 students of each family's economic status, and (5) the
linking of the three primary .student descriptors on an'individual child basis:
his/her achievement level, the economic characteristics of his/her family,'
and his/her receipt of educational services.

Before examining thesults of this study we should recall that Title I funds
are disbursed through counties and school districts to schools on the basis,of
economic criteria. Inthe schools that-receive these funds (those that have
the highest-concentrations of children froff poverty backgrounds), supplementary
educational services are Oovided to the most educationally needy students with-

.

out regard to their economic background.° Hence, both economic and educational
criteria enter into the.determination of which children are ulitmately selected
for Services.

FINDJNGS

'The results showed that of the 20 million public'elementary students in grades
-1-6, the. following percentages are Selected to receive compensatory servttes:

db,

OVERALL: '15% are selected to receive- services from Title Ih'ile another
10% are selected to receive compensatory services supported by
other Federal,.State and lace] sources of funds.

The study, required by Section-417(e)(2) oi7the General Education Provisions
Act as.amend9d by Section 506(a)(3)(0, of P,L. 93-380, was conducted under
instructions to USOE by the System"Development Corporation of Sant) Monica,
California, and Decima Research of Setae Ana, California. It formscpart of -
a larger study which followyttie same studentsaver a period of years to'
ascertain how therbenefit/from their compensatory services. For..more
details see the Technical' Summary and Technical Report in the List of
References.

9,
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' By,Income 'Status. , /
,

. ,

.
. ,

,..-

.-1. 4.2 million children are from low incom e backgrdunds* -- 29% of
these students are seleCted for Title I mhile,another 11%,are .,

selected for compensatdry services supported from othersources.
1 . ; ,

.

. 1-5,8.millioli are from non-low income backgrounds -- 11% of these
-T---Students are selected for Title I while another-10% are selected
4. for compensatory services from 9.ther sources.

w ,

By Achievement Status**
!

6 4

One- third of the childrenare classified as low achievers -.%30%
,pf these students are selected for Title I while another 14% are;
'Selectedfor compensatory services from other sources.

.

Two-thirds are'ciassifiedioas non-low achievers -- 7% of these
student'S are se cted for4ritle I'while another 8% are selected for
compensatory vices from other sources. -

<
:-

. ,

Income/Actiiegement Status -:/ (1.
. 1 !-\ ,-

.

,
)011P

1
, ,,.

'.'

Per'ce,nt (bylow)- elected f r
.., 1

, .
Compellptory Servirs'from:

Total
f

. .

4,

* . Income /Achievement Status Numbcr o,Students ' --;itir Other Sources
(milijons) . 1

- -Low Income/Low Achievement 2.4- ,.- .I 39 -.
13

lir 4
( °

Cc Noli-LA, Income/Low AchleyemVnt,2_,54'.
I,

24- i5;

, Low Lncome/No -LowsAchievement .1.8
- 7.,,,,,

Non-Low .IncOme/Non-Low
Achievement. 11:5 8

* Low income ..as defined by the Title I allocation criteria inclUdes students
,

_from famines clas'sified as. either poor under the. Orshansky indefor as
. receiving AFDC payments Air the student residet in a fosqr home or in a local

institution for rieglqcted or delinquent children but attends public school.

4..t._ Achievement status was d termine'd by the administration of the Reading and
-Mathematics sections of he .CompreheniiveTesf of Basic Skills. Various
.definition's' of low achi ement were used. The one reported here is based .

on stu'ents classified into the'lower thic4 Irsus the upper two-thirds df
the National Ac'Ir Percentile-distribUtAon.

.-'r

.
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Other ,Results

-3-
4

. .he relationship between low income and. low achievement was strong
1,enough,to show that-where there were high concentrations of low

income children, there too 'One could expect to,find hAgh concentra-?'
tions'oflow achieving children.

I. However,isubstantial concentrations of low achieving students
could.alsobe found where there were very small concentrations ,

of loW income children. .

Alternative. definitions of low income and low achlfeveMent:wer
examined-Ito see tlow they affected the way students were classified:,
In the. example below, those students selected for Title I are Classified
underthe first dolumn using the Title I definition of low income* and
one or more years below grade level for low achievement. In the second

-.colannithese same students are Closifjed using twice the turrent
poverty limit as a definition of low brume and using a ranking below '-

the national- median. (50th percentile) as a definition of low achieveffent..

Income/ Achievement Statui , Percent-of Title I Students Selected for Services
^I

, Title I Low Income/ One or .Twice Current Poverty/
: ,Mora.Yeari Below Grade Level Below 'National Median

i

Low-Income/Low Athievement / 23 ,. .,
,

. -

. .Non-Low-Income /Low.AchieveYent, 25.-

Low -Low At''iement' .
', l8 g

, ....

. ,

, --- p 41.. t 4-
.

Non - Low - Income /Non -Low Achevelment 34-
.

t

100.Q

59.

8

. 8

.
The shiftsin

/
these(perpentages from .the first to second column show th t ost

, of the Title I students are either low achie4rs or are *bell* aerage in heir
achievement and come from pdverty or near poverty backgrounds.

In sugnOmpensatqtyservices in general and Title.I services in particular
can Ile re arded,as moderately'we-focused on individual children who can be
judged n edy, primarily in terms of their-low achievement-but also in terms of
their lo 'income backgrounds. ,However, there .are many students not now being
served w can be Judged needy and tome. whotan pe judged not needy but.are..
being served. The 'focusing of services on needy' students can be improved by:
(1);estab1tshing and maintaining a uniform, current data base for allocations
to tha county'and:dtstrict level and for project area selection purposes; 2
tightening up intradis rict allocation procedures to the extent possible; 3
expanding'thespro ram oserve,greater numbers of needy students; and (4) .,

tighteningt-up intr pol studetselection procedures to the extent possible.**

4
*' S'e the'cootnote do the'prioriPpage for this definition.

** s the_ Technical Summary for the4asis of these recommendaticns.

1
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